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GOODWIN v. GRAVES.

LibeZ-Pleadingi- Privileye - Jtiiificaiioii - Deizial of lu-
nuend»--Molitoi Io Sirike (,ut eecs

Motin by plaintiff to strike out paragraph.s 2, 3, 4. 5, and
6 of the statement of defence.

The action was for libel. The, alleged libel was a
petition to a mnunicipal couxieil for the remioval of plainitiff
£romn the Office of pounidkeepeIr for alleged isodut

Paragraph 2 of thie defene deuied the u en para-
graph 3 was in justificaýtion; paragraph 4 llge that plain-
tiff imnproperly inipounded the animais (if oiw)q Reid froin
mnalicious motives, and iixnpounded,( no animnais othegr than
tho.se of 1%eid; paragrapli 5 stated that the matters sot forth
in the prýcEding paragraphas beranie and wecre iatter, of put>-
lic niotoiety and discussion and intere-at before and at thýý
dates reerred to; paragraph 6, that defendant aeted in good
faith and without malice and in the publie interest. and that
the publication was privileged.

I. F. HIellmuth, X.C., for plaintiff.
S. B. Wýoods, for defendaint.

TUE Asri.-ro the statement of d-aimn itueif it~
,appears thiat the present is a vase of qaildprivilege:se
Willeocks v. IIowell, 5 0. R. 360.

Ilaving regard to Dryden v. Smrith,. 17î P. R. 5o5
1 see nothing il, thoc statement of defeni-e with vihich 1 nn
properly interfere.

Paragraph 2 denies the innuendo. whieh eedu iê
surely entitled to> do; whether he cau ucedi another
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